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This study aims to describe the influence of contextual learning model and critical thinking ability 
toward argumentative writing skill on university students. The population of the research was 147 
university students, and 52 university students were used as sample with multi stage sampling. The 
results of the research indicate that; group of contextual learning model has more significant influence 
than group of non-contextual learning model, there is an interaction between learning model and critical 
thinking ability, there is a significant difference of argumentative writing skill between group of 
contextual learning and non-contextual learning for the group with high critical thinking ability, and 
there is also significantly different argumentative writing skill between contextual learning and non- 
contextual for the group of low critical thinking ability. Based on this finding, the researcher concludes 
that critical thinking ability and contextual learning model have significant influence toward 
argumentative writing skill. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Language is a human communication instrument. Almost 
every day humans use language, receptively or 
productively. By using language, humans present their 
feelings, ideas, inspirations, imaginations, and convey 
everything to everyone else. Beside, language is not only 
a medium of communication, but also a means of 
representing human intelligence. This is why language is 
often considered an indicator of intellectuality. 

Campbell et al. (2002) states that language is an 
example of primary intelligence of human being. They 
also maintained the rhetoric aspect of language, as an 


ability to convince someone, a potential tool to remember 
a list or process, the capacity to explain concepts, 
metaphors’ values, and it is used to analyze language in 
terms of “metalinguistic”. These language abilities need 
to be taught in order to engender human’s language 
skills. There are several aspects of these skills 
(Adejimola and Ojuolape, 2013), and these are: 

1. Listening and comprehending 

2. Speaking 

3. Reading, and 
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4. Writing. 

Of these skills, writing is the most complex ability 
compared to others. When writing, one must have 
indirect communication ability, language structure, writing 
techniques, and the ability to extract ideas form text. 

The complexity of writing activity requires systematic 
and well-ordered thinking that must be mastered by 
students and which finally will be the way of their 
behavior (Gonye et al., 2012). The behavior of thinking 
orderly will lead students to deliver messages, ideas and 
feelings systematically, and foreseeable in writing activity 
then. Rather than to teach writing theory, writing 
instruction should be focused on writing activity. Teaching 
only focused on writing theory will cause passivity and 
unproductivity, even though students have retained 
knowledge of various techniques of writing. Many 
scholars in linguistics and literature programs are not 
productive in writing (Alwasilah and Alwasilah, 2005). It 
means that mastery of writing theory is not sufficient 
condition for someone to be active and productive in 
writing. 

Writing skills are not gifted skills or not categorized as 
cultural knowledge, nonetheless they can be achieved by 
learning and training processes. In the study of Paas and 
Sweller (2011), this kind of knowledge was classified in 
secondary biological knowledge, which cannot be 
achieved by “naturally” process. In other word, to attain 
this skill, someone has to train continually and be guided 
by expert (Magogwe, 2013). This kind of learning, 
principally is of learning that borrows knowledge and skill 
from others (Paas and Sweller, 2011; Sweller and 
Sweller, 2006). With this method, students can learn 
other ideas through sentences which are expressed in 
the form of writing. Furthermore, by this method students 
attempt to explain to themselves the ideas, opinions, 
thoughts, feelings, desires, or expressions which are 
written in other writings (Chi et al., 1989; Chi et al., 1994; 
Johnson and Mayer, 2010). By this method also, students 
drive to express the sentence connections and finally are 
able to generate the meaning of others thinking 
thoroughly. Learning this way, students can develop 
critical thinking in writing by learning from others. 

One important type of writing to be learned in school 
and in the university is argumentative writing (Alarcon 
and Morales, 2011; Nippold, 2000; Preiss et al., 2013). It 
has an effect on the success of learning (Preiss et al., 
2013). At university, students usually write argumentative 
writing when they create a paper for daily routine tasks or 
thesis. They use these argumentative writings because a 
paper deals with new and original ideas, and it must be 
written with strong and convincing argumentation. 
Faraway, argumentative skill is very important when 
students engaged in professional working environment, 
they have to convince and persuade colleagues related 
to their professions in well-behaved argumentation. 


Certainly, argumentative writing skill is not at ease to 
get (Chanie, 2013; Deane and Song, 2014), and the most 
difficult kind of writing among others (Ferretti et al., 2007; 
Neff-van Aertselaer and Dafouz-Milne, 2008). Students 
frequently generate incomplete argumentation; they do 
not assert elements of argumentation; they do not write 
down clearly; there is insufficient evidence to support 
argumentation, and students might not comprehend or 
respond to other possibility of viewpoints (Ferretti et al., 
2000). Amogne (2013) states that many students cannot 
criticize well statements and give convincing support. The 
most emerging problem is students’ inability to conduct 
well-mannered declarative statements, because they are 
not used to work with this type of writing and also they 
have insufficient knowledge to support their 
argumentation considerably and clearly. Likewise, some 
research show that students’ difficulties come from 
grammar and lexis (Chanie, 2013). 

The main obstacle in argumentative writing is the 
indicator to measure the success. The success of 
argumentative writing is when reader can be persuaded, 
brought, and conveyed to the paradigm that is stated and 
believed by the writer (Pranowo, 2000). In other word, 
good argumentative writing should contain several 
aspects which are: 

1. Data 

2. Claim 

3. Warrant 

4. Backing 

5. Modal qualifiers 

6. Rebuttal (Shehab and Nussbaum, 2015; Toulmin, 
2003, 2009) or at least contain the first three aspects 
(Karbach, 1987). 

Ka-kan-dee and Kaur (2015), Lertpreedakorn (2009), 
Panahandeh and Esfandiari (2014), Promwinai (2010), 
and Schworm and Renkl (2007) are some of the 
researchers who attempted to overcome the difficulties in 
argumentative writing. Lertpreedakorn (2009) and 
Promwinai (2010) show that the ability for writing 
argumentation might be increased by choosing an 
effective strategy in order to stimulate students’ writing 
ability. Research conducted by Schworm & Renkl (2007) 
employed self-explaining as a method to improve 
argumentative writing skill focused on ill-structured 
problems. Through this method and using the instruction 
about declarative knowledge and connected with 
argumentation could bring to light students’ 
argumentative production. On the other hand, research 
by Panahandeh and Esfandiari (2014) revealed that a 
classroom which used metacognitive instruction strategy 
could perform influence better in writing ability for 
students with moderate writing ability compared with 
control classroom. 

Another research from Ka-kan-dee and Kaur (2015) 
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states that there are some issues to decide on choosing 
the appropriate strategy to enhance argumentative 
writing ability. These according to Ka-kan-dee and Kaur 
(2015) are: 

1. Employing different topics and various activities in the 
classroom in order to motivate student to be an active 
learner. 

2. Analyzing textual examples and presenting students’ 
understanding based on those texts in front of the class. 

3. Understanding students’ learning styles and affording 
necessitates to develop their writing ability. 

Related to those strategies, teachers need to take into 
account an effective students’ social interaction and 
provide effective scaffolding. In view of those strategies 
also, the researcher needs to consider instructional as an 
approach that can conceal all issues pointed out before. 

Contextual teaching and learning (CTL) theoretically 
encompass all of the recommendations listed earlier. CTL 
principles can facilitate students to comprehend 
instructional subjects and develop creative ideas in the 
form of writing and make a link between academic 
subject and real world context. Context in this manner is 
related to existing experience, personal life spans, 
societal problems, and their milieu. There are seven 
principles which are contained in contextual teaching; 
constructivism, inquiry, questioning, learning community, 
modeling, reflecting, and authentic assessment (Nurhadi, 
2002 ). 

Another aspect that closely relates to argumentative 
writing ability is critical thinking. Keraf (2000) states that 
the foundation of argumentative writing skill is critical 
thinking ability. Without this ability, according to him, the 
product of argumentative writing only contains sequences 
of meaningless sentences or paragraphs. This claim is 
supported by Pranowo (2000), who confirms that there is 
a strong connection between critical thinking ability and 
argumentative writing. 

Research questions 

In general, these research questions are meant to 
compare students with argumentation writing skills with 
those with contextual and non-contextual instructions. 
Specifically, this research sought to address the 
following: 

1. Are there significant differences between students with 
argumentative writing skills and those who learn by 
contextual and non-contextual teaching and learning? 

2. Is there an interaction between instructional model and 
critical thinking ability to students’ argumentative writing 
skill? 

3. For lower level students’ argumentative writing, is there 
significant difference between students who learn by 


contextual and non-contextual teaching and learning? 


METHODOLOGY 

Design 

A quasi-experimental design, with post-test measurements and two 
groups (experimental and control) was employed (Creswell, 2014). 
The independent variables of this study consisted of treatment and 
attribute variables. The treatment was contextual teaching and 
attribute was critical thinking ability. Classrooms are randomly 
assigned as treatment and control group. Only students in the 
treatment group received contextual learning. Students in the 
control group continued their normal lessons but they also solved 
the problems studied in treatment group. 


Participant 

The participants of the study consist of second year students 
studying in one of the Universities in Banten, Indonesia. The 
universities were selected conveniently. Fifty two students took part 
in this study. Of this number, 26 were experimental group and 26 
were control group. Each group consisted of low and high level 
critical thinking ability. 


Instrument 

Instruments used in this research were questionnaires and tests. 
Questionnaires were employed to collect data regarding teaching 
method, while test instruments were used to collect data on the 
critical thinking and argumentative writing skill abilities. These 
instruments have been developed by the researcher. There were 
four stages: 

1. Developed variables instrument 

2. Developed instrument content 

3. Limited field test 

4. Validity and reliability test instruments 


Argumentative writing instrument 

Essay test was an instrument to assess students’ argumentative 
writing skill. Students were required to write an argumentation on 
some topics. There were several assessments regarding 
argumentative writing; 

1. Argumentation language, consisting of comparison and 
contention. 

2. Argumentation contents, consisting of considering author 
credibility, empirical data, logic or reason, value, emotion, and 
attitude 

3. Argumentation techniques, consisting of paragraph development 
and coherence. 

Before argumentative writing instrument was used, this instrument 
was tested to other 20 students. They had to write argumentative 
essay at least 350 words, with certain topic. Students chose one 
topic from five topics provided. They were to choose either 
handwriting or type it in word processing software. The method to 
determine instrument reliability is interrater reliability (ratings). 
Ratings were calculated by two lecturers. As a result, the reliability 
score was 0.76. This score was categorized high as it showed that 
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Table 1 . Mean of score of argumentative writing skill in the experiment and control. 


Critical thinking ability 

Statistics 


Groups 

Sum 

Contextual 

Non-contextual 


N 

13 

13 

26 

High 

Mean 

82.15 

74.54 

78.35 


Standard deviation 

7.85 

11.39 

10.34 


N 

13 

13 

26 

Low 

Mean 

66.77 

70.46 

65.62 


Standard deviation 

8.11 

6.54 

7.31 


N 

26 

26 

52 

Total 

Mean 

74.46 

72.50 

73.48 


Standard deviation 

11.08 

9.33 

10.19 


Table 2. Summary of Tukey post hoc two way ANOVA. 

Compare groups 

Absolute mean difference value 

Free Degree 

Qval 

Qtab 

Note 

A1B1 and A2B1 

7.62 

4.48 

14.14 

2.798 

Sig 

A1B2 and A2B2 

3.69 

4.48 

6.85 

2.798 

Sig 


A1B1: Sample of High Critical Thinking Ability with Contextual Model; A2B1: Sample of High Critical Thinking Ability 
with Non-Contextual Model; A1B2: Sample of Low Critical Thinking Ability with Contextual Model; A2B2: Sample of 
Low Critical Thinking Ability with Non-Contextual Model. 


this instrument could be used in this research. 


Critical thinking ability instrument 

Critical thinking ability data were attained by testing several 
aspects, which: 

1. Ability to contrast knowledge. This aspect consists of 
arrangement and identification. 

2. Ability of students to express their thinking openness. This 
consists of an ability to acquire similar and dissimilar author ideas. 

3. Ability to understand author perspectives. This consists of 
explaining, resuming, and stating 

4. Ability to analyze. This consists of comparing and contrasting 

5. Ability to synthesize 

6. Ability to evaluate argumentation. 

Similar with argumentative writing instrument, critical thinking ability 
instrument also tested 20 students to determine validity and 
reliability. Validity instrument employs Pearson product moment, the 
item is valid if rscore > rtable ala - 0.0S. There were 30 items, 26 
items were accepted (valid), but 4 items were invalid. Besides, 
reliability instrument employs alpha Cronbach, the reliability criteria 
is shown by alpha coefficient. As a result, from 26 items the alpha 
coefficient was 0.91 which was categorized as very high reliability. 


RESULTS 

Descriptively, the mean score of students’ argumentative 


writing skills in contextual teaching classroom is higher 
than the control group (Table 1). This condition holds for 
students who critical thinking ability is low and high. 
Further, according to statistical test (Tukey Post-Hoc), 
there is a significant difference between experiment and 
control groups at ct = 0.05. This condition lets the 
researcher to determine that contextual teaching model 
instruction has an effect on argumentative writing skills 
than non-contextual instruction model (Table 2). 

This condition holds because contextual teaching 
affords the chance for students to actively learn and 
improve their previous knowledge base on information 
they got when studying in the classroom. Previous and 
new knowledge can be connected with students’ daily 
life. Students act naturally and properly with brain 
function, human base psychology, and also three 
principles of humanity, which are dependency, 
differentiation, and self-regulated, all of these conditions 
lead to students’ success when they write 
argumentations. Different conditions occur in control 
group classroom: instruction control by lecturers, 
students act as objects, and one directional instruction, 
which of course make students become passive. 

The findings also suggest that there is an interaction 
between instructional model and critical thinking ability; 
the F value (4.61) > F table (4.030) (Table 3). In other 
words, argumentative writing skill ability is affected by 









Hasani 


1577 


Table 3. Summary of measurement analysis with two between subject factor (group and critical thinking ability) 
and a within subjects factor (test). 


Change sources 

Free degree 

Sum square 

Sum square average 

F value 

F table 

0.05 0.01 

Between groups 

3 

2.429.77 

809.92 

10.80* 

2.683 

3.955 

Within groups 

48 

3.598.46 

74.97 

- 

- 

Groups 

Critical thinking 

1 

1 

723.77 

1.360.69 

723.77 

1.360.69 

9.65 

18.15** 

4.030 

7.159 

Interaction 

1 

345.31 

345.31 

4.61* 


Total 

51 

6.028.23 

- 

- 

- 



: Significance at a = 0.01; *: Significance at a = 0.05. 


critical thinking ability and instructional model. This 
finding suggests that the lecturer has to consider critical 
thinking aspect when teaching argumentation writing. 
Critical thinking ability can be accessed from students’ 
ability when they identify problems, arrange table, 
express their mind, contrast, summarize, analyze, and 
conclude. These conditions are supported by contextual 
teaching model, because this model has questioning 
principle that lead students to know, reveal and get 
appropriate information while they are writing 
argumentation assignment. 

The findings show that students with high critical 
thinking ability in contextual model get better scores than 
those in non-contextual teaching. The mean 
argumentative writing score between experiment and 
control group respectively (82.15 and 74.54) (Table 1) 
and statistically significant at a = 0,05 (Table 2). This 
occurs because students with high critical thinking ability 
have “assets” or “resources” to support the condition 
which is generated by contextual model. Contextual 
model requires students to find for themselves 
information and knowledge through activities such as: 

1. Observing 

2. Questioning 

3. Explaining 

4. Designing 

5. Conjecturing 

6. Proving 

7. Analyzing, and 

8. Concluding. 

Contextual model also generates learning community 
which supports students to learn and improve upon their 
ideas in their community. Unlike in high students’ critical 
thinking ability, it seems that contextual model is 
“unsuccessful” to facilitate students with low critical 
thinking ability. The mean score of argumentative writing 
ability with contextual and non-contextual in low critical 
thinking ability is 66.77 and 70.46, respectively (Table 1) 
and statistically significant at a - 0,05 (Table 2). Inquiry 


process cannot function well in contextual classroom 
because of students’ inability to get information and 
knowledge by themselves through inquiry process. This 
is different with non-contextual teaching where students 
with this ability get advantage from lecturers who guide 
them in writing argumentative assignment. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This study shows that overall, students’ argumentative 
writing skills in contextual model are better than those in 
non-contextual model. But, particularly, students with low 
critical thinking ability failed to improve their writing ability 
in contextual than those in non-contextual classroom. 

Based on these findings, it can be concluded that 
students’ argumentative writing skills are not only 
affected by instructional model but also supported by 
students’ critical thinking abilities. Students with high 
critical thinking ability will be better if we put into practice 
contextual model, as it follows students with low critical 
thinking ability may use non-contextual instructions. 

Also the finding indicated that all students with 
difficulties require special attention. These students have 
special educational needs. Under their guidance, 
lecturers have to ask students to construct their own 
knowledge. These students need explicit instruction and 
fade it up toward contextual instruction. For further 
research, we need to construct and improve upon 
teaching strategies which takes care of student with 
difficulties, especially students who have low critical 
thinking ability. 

Conflict of interests 

The authors have not declared any conflict of interests. 

REFERENCES 

Adejimola AS, Ojuolape MA (2013). Enhancing students ’ performance 
in the English language through Literature-in-English in the 
secondary schools. Educ. Res. Rev. 8(24):2241-2248. 





1578 


Educ. Res. Rev. 


Alarcon JB, Morales KNS (2011). Grammatical cohesion in students’ 
argumentative essay. J. English Lit. 2(5):114-127. 

Alwasilah C, Alwasilah SS (2005). Pokoknya Menulis Cara Baru 
Menulis dengan Metode Kolaborasi. Bandung: PT Kiblat Buku 
Utama. 

Amogne D (2013). Enhancing students ’ writing skills through the genre 
approach. Int. J. English Lit. 4(5):242-248. 

Campbell L, Campbell B, Dicknson D (2002). Teaching and Learning 
Through Multiple Intelligences. Terjemahan Tim Intisari dengan judul 
Multiple Intelligences Metode Terbaru Melesatkan Kecerdasan. 
Depok: Intisari Press. 

Chanie BS (2013). Assessing pre- engineering students ’ writing errors 
at Bahir Dar University, Ethiopia. J. Media Commun. Stud. 5(3):20- 
24. 

Chi MTH, Bassok M, Lewis MW, Reimann P, Glaser R (1989). Self 
Explanations: How Students Study and Use Examples in Learning to 
Solve Problems. Cognitive Sci. 182(13):145-182. 

Chi MTH, Leeuw NDE, Chiu MH, LaVancher C (1994). Eliciting Self- 
Explanations Improves Understanding. Cognitive Sci. 477(18):439- 
477. 

Creswell JW (2014). Research design; Qualitative, Quantitative, and 
Mixed Methods Approaches (Fourth Edi.). New York: Sage 
Publication Inc. 

Deane P, Song Y (2014). A case study in principled assessment design: 
Designing assessment to measure and support the development of 
argumentative reading and writing skills. Psicologia Educativa, 
20(2):99-108. 

Ferretti RP, Andrews-Weckerly S, Lewis WE (2007). Improving the 
Argumentative Writing of Students with Learning Disabilities: 
Descriptive and Normative Considerations. Reading & Writing Q. 
23(3):267-285. 

Ferretti RP, MacArthur CA, Dowdy NS (2000). The effects of an 
elaborated goal on the persuasive writing of students with learning 
disabilities and their normally achieving peers. J. Educ. Psychol. 
93:694-702. 

Gonye J, Mareva R, Dudu WT, Sibanda J (2012). Academic writing 
challenges at Universities in Zimbabwe: A case study of great 
Zimbabwe University. J. English Lit. 3(3):71 -83. 

Johnson Cl, Mayer RE (2010). Applying the self-explanation principle to 
multimedia learning in a computer-based game-like environment. 
Comput. Hum. Behav. 26(6):1246-1252. 

Ka-kan-dee M, Kaur S (2015). Teaching Strategies Used by Thai EFL 
Lecturers to Teach Argumentative Writing. Procedia - Social and 
Behavioral Sciences (Vol. 208). Elsevier B.V. 
doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.11.191 

Karbach J (1987). Using Toulmin’s Model of Argumentation. The 
Journal of Teaching Writing, 6(1). 

Keraf G (2000). Narasi dan Argumentasi. Jakarta: Gramedia. 

Lertpreedakorn N (2009). Genre-based Approach to Teaching 
Academic Writing. In A. M. Stoke (Ed.), JALT 2008 Conference 
Proceedings. Tokyo: JALT. 

Magogwe JM (2013). An assessment of the metacognitive knowledge of 
Botswana ESL university student writers. Educ. Res. Rev. 
8(21 ):1988-1995. doi:10.5897/ERR07.087 

Neff-van Aertselaer J, Dafouz-Milne E (2008). Argumentation Patterns 
in Different Languages: An Analysis of Metadiscourse Markers in 
English and Spanish Texts .Developing Contrastive Pragmatics: 
Interlanguage and Cross-cultural Perspectives. 

Nippold MA (2000). Language development during the adolescent 
years: Aspects of pragmatics, syntax, and semantics. Topics in 
Language Disorders, 20(2):15-28. 


Nurhadi (2002). Pendekatan Kontekstual. Jakarta: Depdiknas. 

Paas F, Sweller J (2011). An Evolutionary Upgrade of Cognitive Load 
Theory: Using the Human Motor System and Collaboration to 
Support the Learning of Complex Cognitive Tasks. Educ. Psychol. 
Rev. 24(1 ):27-45. 

Panahandeh E, Esfandiari S (2014). The Effect of Planning and 
Monitoring as Metacognitive Strategies on Iranian EFL Learners’ 
Argumentative Writing Accuracy. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 98:1409- 
1416. 

Pranowo (2000). Pembelajaran Menulis Argumentasi” Strategi 
Pembelajaran Bahasa dan Sastra Indonesia di Sekolah Berdasarkan 
Pendekatan Komunikatif. (A. M. S. Soewandi, Y. Setiyaningsih, & Y. 
F. S. T. Nugraha, Eds.). Yogyakarta: Universitas Sunata Darma. 
Preiss DD, Carlos J, Grigorenko EL, Manzi J (2013). Argumentative 
writing and academic achievement: A longitudinal study. Learn. 
Individ.I Diff. 28:204-211. 

Promwinai P (2010). The Demands of Argumentative Essay Writing: 

Experiences of Thai Tertiary Students. University of Wollongong. 
Schworm S, Renkl A (2007). Learning Argumentation Skills Through the 
Use of Prompts for Self-Explaining Examples. J. Educ. Psychol. 
99(2):285-296. doi:10.1037/0022-0663.99.2.285. 

Shehab HM, Nussbaum EM (2015). Cognitive load of critical thinking 
strategies. Learning and Instruction, 35:51-61. 
doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2014.09.004. 

Sweller J, Sweller S (2006). Natural information processing systems. 
Evolutionary Psychol. 4:434-458. Retrieved from 
http://www.epjournal.net/wp-content/uploads/ep04434458.pdf. 
Toulmin S (2003). The Uses of Argument (Updated Ed.). New York: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Toulmin S (2009). Argument Model. Retrieved January 1, 2010. 
Available at: http://changingminds.Org/d 

isciplines/argument/making_argument/toulmin.htm. 



